Publication is an essential final step in sharing scientific and professional work to advance knowledge for addressing challenges in health care. Most journals including the Annals of Pharmacotherapy (AOP) require a review of manuscripts by multiple experts in the field. This peer review system is designed to provide an unbiased and thorough assessment of manuscript content to assist the editors in decision making about the manuscript-for example, suggesting minor or major revision prior to acceptance or rejection of the paper. We have observed a marked variability in how authors respond to both manuscript reviewers' and editors' comments during the past 4 decades as a reviewer or editorial board member for numerous pharmacy, medical, and other journals in the health care arena and as editors for AOP. This variability may occur in part because of the limited experiences of authors in effectively responding to the comments of the reviewers and editors.
Frequently encountered deficiencies among authors' responses to reviewers' or editors' comments include ignoring or incompletely addressing these comments, not being specific about where and what exactly was changed within the manuscript, not knowing how to address differing or contradicting suggestions of the reviewers, providing inadequate evidence as justification for not making changes, frustration or impatience with the process or reviewers, and not clearly explaining why and how the revised manuscript represents their best work for it to be of value in patient care. 1 Inability to effectively respond to reviewers' and editors' comments and revise a manuscript can easily delay the acceptance or lead to rejection of the manuscript. Some authors may lack the time, motivation, or persistence and thus, give up prematurely, and an important body of work may never be published in any journal. The purpose of this editorial is to offer suggestions to authors about some effective ways to respond to reviewers' and editors' comments, leading to manuscript revision and subsequent better chances for possible acceptance by the Journal.
Understand the importance of the peer review pro-
cess. The key objective of the peer review is to improve the quality of the manuscript. Thus, this should be viewed by the authors as an important professional service for their growth and development.
The reviewers volunteer hours of their time in reviewing the manuscript and providing general and specific comments on the organization, clarity, rigor, and validity of the work and how to improve them. An appreciation of these facts may help authors in considering this as a necessary and important step in the review process rather than an obstacle in having their paper published. After all, it is the authors' names that will appear on the eventual publication, and any efforts to improve the quality of their submission should be appreciated by the authors. Once the primary author has considered input from all coauthors for comments, the next step is to revise the manuscript with track changes. The revised manuscript with track changes should then be critically reviewed by all authors to make certain all comments have been addressed in the revised version. If needed, the authors can seek its review by other experts at or outside their institution as needed.
7.
Prepare a document "Responses to editor and reviewers' comments" in a polite and respectful tone. This is an important document, which should be prepared by the primary author with input from the coauthors to clearly indicate how each comment was addressed leading to the modified text and why certain comments did not require changes in the revised manuscript. All reviewer comments should be addressed [1] [2] [3] [4] and incorporated into the manuscript unless any changes will negatively affect the quality of the submission; an explanation of any reviewer or editor comments not addressed should be provided. The document should be well organized, providing responses to the editor's comments followed by "Responses to Reviewer 1 Comments" and so on, starting with the specific reviewer comment with direct responses from the authors to each comment. All comments should be answered in sequence and numbered in the order in which they were presented by each reviewer and the editor. Author responses should be indented, highlighted, or italicized to differentiate them from the comments, and every comment or question posed by the editor or reviewers must be addressed. The authors should be polite and respectful rather than defensive and confrontational, even if certain comments of the reviewers appear to be harsh or unjustified. The authors should readily admit deficiencies of the first submission and thank the reviewers for their comments. 3 Some acceptable responses may include the following:
"We appreciate this comment of Reviewer 1 and have accordingly changed the text on page 7, paragraph 3, lines 23-25 as follows: . . .," or "We apologize for the error found by Reviewer 1 and have corrected the percentage from 23% to 33% in table 1, page 15, line 7," or "We agree with Reviewer 2 in that our Conclusion was too broad and thus have modified it on page 12, paragraph 3, lines 16-18 as follows: . . .," or "As suggested by Reviewer 2, we have revised the title of figure 2 on page 18 as . . .," or "We thank Reviewer 3 for suggesting additional statistical analysis of our data. We did additional data analysis and have added text in the Methods section (page 4, paragraph 3, lines 4-9), Results section (page 10, paragraph 1, lines 9-14), and table 2, page 16, lines 8-10," or "Reviewer 1 suggested adding content and Reviewer 2 recommended shortening our paper. We would be happy to change the manuscript if the editor would suggest doing so but believe that the revised manuscript presents our data clearly and no further change in the paper is necessary," or "Thank you for these comments" (if the comment is only a compliment).
Authors should conclude this document by expressing an appreciation to all reviewers and the editor for offering their time and expert advice to improve the manuscript. One last important task before completing the revised manuscript is another general read of the entire manuscript to ensure proper grammar, spelling, and journal formatting requirements have been taken into account.
Prepare a letter to the editor explaining the poten-
tial impact of the work. This letter should thank the editor for the peer review of the manuscript and highlight the importance and potential impact of the authors' work on patient care and professional practice. Occasionally, an author may perceive a misunderstanding or an incomplete assessment of their manuscript by a certain reviewer. This should be indicated to the editor. In such cases, the editor may ask an additional reviewer to evaluate the manuscript prior to reaching a decision about its acceptance or rejection. Ways in which the authors responded to the disagreements in the reviewers' comments should also be explained to the editor. 9. Review the entire packet of the thoroughly revised manuscript and then submit it. All authors must review and approve these final 4 documents: "Cover letter to the editor," "Responses to the editor and reviewers' comments," "Revised manuscript with track changes," and "Clean copy of the revised manuscript." When these documents have been completed, it is advisable to take a short break from them for a few hours or days to overcome fatigue and encourage a fresh subsequent look at the documents to capture additional deficiencies prior to submission. Simple things such as misspellings, incorrect numbering of references, or incorrect abbreviations of journals in the reference list and differing percentages in the abstract, text, and table or figure may indicate sloppiness and raise quality concerns in the mind of the reviewers and editor about the overall work of the authors. The author(s) should then submit their best possible revision to have the greatest chance for a favorable decision of acceptance rather than rejection of the revised manuscript by the editor. 10. Know where to go if your manuscript is rejected. It is an important step for the authors to determine where to go next if the revised manuscript is rejected despite the best efforts made by the authors during the revision process. Authors should not be so discouraged that they just give up and cease efforts in attempting to get their work published; delays in doing so can make the work appear old and less relevant. 4 In some cases, authors may decide to withdraw their manuscript from the journal if the authors disagree with the reviewers' or editor's request for extensive changes after the review of the revised manuscript. There are generally multiple peer-reviewed journals in each therapeutic area in PubMed/MEDLINE where the manuscript may be suitable for publication and wide dissemination. The authors may consider journals cited in the current manuscript because those journals may view manuscripts of a related subject matter with interest. If this course of action is considered, authors should incorporate existing reviewers' and editor comments to improve the paper. It is critical to make certain that the manuscript has been revised to make it as strong as possible for maximizing the probability of acceptance by the next journal.
These steps may be helpful to authors in responding to comments from reviewers and editors in revising their manuscripts for publication in peer-reviewed journals. Enthusiasm for conducting science and writing, combined with hard work, persistence, and patience are key to keep moving forward and making meaningful contributions to the literature to advance patient care and achieve cost-effective health outcomes.
